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RE: Panel Report on the Feasibility of Numeric Effluent Limits SRR

Dear Members of the Board,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the blue ribbon panel report on the feasibility of
establishing numeric effluent limits for stormwater discharges. My comments are directed
toward developing a reasonable approach to regulating post construction stormwater treatment
practices in the municipal sector. They can be summarized in three main points:

1. The current Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) framework contains no baseline
performance standard and encourages best management practice (BMP) demgns that
safeguard water quality to the “minimum extent allowable”.

2. A baseline performance standard should be set for all significant development projects
that includes three elements:
a. A design storm
b. A description of pollutants to be treated
¢. A specific level of pollutant reduction

3. Innovative BMPs will be required as more stringent performance expectations result from
TMDL programs. A program for their evaluation should be developed or adopted.

Generally, the panel does an excellent job of identifying the challenges in applying numeric
effluent limits to municipal discharges, which we agree is not feasible at this time. Furthermore
we agree that BMP design and selection needs to be more firmly based on an understanding of
unit processes. We also encourage the adoption of an iterative BMP based approach whereby

. compliance is assessed based on proof of proper design and construction and adequate

maintenance. -

Adoption of the iterative BMP approach implies that there is a hierarchy of treatment options
that can be referenced to ensure that successively more effective treatment is achieved if water
quality goals are not met. The CASQA Municipal BMP handbook is a step in this direction with .
its box and whisker plots of effluent concentration, but these performance levels are not ..
sufficiently linked to des1gn parameters. For example there is no way to calculate the 1mpact of
changing the overall size or geometry of a BMP on its performance. A renewed focus on unit
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processes will enable more meaningful comparisons of the anticipated performance of various
treatment options.

The panel makes the excellent recommendation that the CASQA mumicipal handbook “should be
revised as a criteria manual rather than a guidance manual”. This will help ensure that newly
designed BMPs perform similarly to those that have been studied.” Good examples of the linkage
between unit processes and performance can be found in design manuals for some proprietary
treatment systems where specific reduction rates for specific pollutants are disclosed as a

function of hydraulic loading rate. :

Treatment to the Maximum Extent Practicable?

It is clear from our experience and from the observations of the panel that the current MEP _
framework does not ensure that water quality is adequately protected or restored. The typical g5
percentile design storm standard that currently appears in Stormwater Management Plans
statewide is a good start toward ensuring that adequate treatment occurs, but it needs to be
accompanied by a BMP performance standard that is more specific than MEP. Itis our
experience that post construction stormwater treatment BMPs are consistently designed to “treat”
the 85% percentile or greater design storm, however the level of treatment varies widely. At one
extreme treatment trains including screening, extended detention, filtration, infiltration or even
disinfection components are specified to remove high levels of pollutants. In other cases, “treat”
is apparently interpreted to mean “convey through a treatment device” and undersized BMPs are
installed with little water quality benefit. In some cases, no specific treatment is required by the
reviewer and no performance expectation is disclosed by the BMP designer.

Tt is understood that the intent of leaving MEP undefined and relying on the iterative process is
to encourage the most effective treatment that is still financially feasible for all sites.
Unfortunately in most cases stormwater design engineers tend to be design facilities that treat to
the “Minimum Extent Allowable”. At the project level we have another iterative process at
work, where engineers specify the minimum level of treatment that is likely to get approved. If
it’s rejected by the plan reviewer, higher performing iterations are developed and submitted until
a mutually agrecable design is accepted. The chief determinant of the robustness of the
treatment BMPs specificd seems to be the plan reviewer’s assessment of what constitutes
treatment to the Maximum Extent Practicable. This is a subjective interpretation that varies
widely between and sometimes within review groups.

‘A Baseline Performance Standard

This process would be far more consistent and ultimately more protective of water quality if

there was some baseline performance standard that must be met on all significant development
projects, even in those draining to non-listed water bodies. This would also provide the ability to. -
require increasing levels of performance depending on the observed impacts on water quality.
* For instance, if water quality is found not to be improving at an acceptable rate, the baseline

standard would be raised. This is a realistic way to move toward higher level treatment as may be.".
required by the iterative process: g
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